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Morris water taskThe nature of stress-related cognitive changes is still a matter of debate. Stress is often considered to be
deleterious to cognitive function, despite many instances in which beneﬁcial effects are evident in neural
structure and cognition. Moreover, in some neuropathological conditions such as focal ischemia, stress
exaggerates loss of cognitive function. The present experiments set out to investigate the effects of repeated
restraint stress on spatial cognition in rats, and on recovery from a focal stroke induced by injection of
endothelin-1 (ET-1) into the hippocampus (HPC). We did not observe a deleterious effect of stress on
performance in the Morris water task (MWT). The HPC focal stroke induced by ET-1 produced lasting spatial
learning impairments. Importantly, rats in the HPC stroke+stress group exhibited superior performance in
the MWT compared with the HPC stroke-only group. No between-group structural difference was observed
related to stress. These ﬁndings conﬁrm that corticosterone-related experiences may be key factors
inﬂuencing cognitive performance after HPC focal ischemic stroke.ural Neuroscience, University
, Canada T1K 3M4. Tel.: +1
l rights reserved.© 2010 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.1. Introduction
Studies of stress and spatial cognition in animals and humans have
reported divergent ﬁndings. Stress can produce enhancement, impair-
ment, or no effect on spatial learning performance [1–5]. Much of
the evidence in rodents shows that spatial learning performance is
exquisitely sensitive to psychological stress [6]. In particular, restraint
stress has been shown to be associated with impairment in spatial
learning in the Morris water task (MWT), a widely used test to assess
hippocampus-dependent learning and memory in rodents.
In addition to the adverse consequences of stress on spatial
behaviour, there are many instances in which spatial cognition is
not affected by stress [7,8]. Even more interesting, chronic restraint
stress has been shown to enhance spatial performance comparedwith
controls [9]. Therefore, although differences in stress effects observed
across different studies may be attributed to sex differences, rat strain,
type of stressor, duration of stress, and housing conditions [10,11],
stress-dependent cognitive changes and their alternative behavioural
reﬂections are still a matter of further investigation.
The hippocampus is the primary target of investigation into
mechanisms of stress on brain function and plasticity, in part, because
it shows the highest density of corticosteroid receptors in the brain
[6]. Importantly, hippocampal structure and function are frequently
the target for a variety of other factors that can produce adverseoutcomes, including stroke [12]. Speciﬁcally, because neurons in the
hippocampus are highly sensitive to ischemic events [13], vascular
insults can particularly affect this area leading to learning andmemory
deﬁcits [14]. It has been proposed that the cognitive impairment
caused by ischemic events may be increased by stressful experiences
[15,16]. This is particularly the case when experimental participants
experience stressful episodes prior to an ischemic event [17,26]. Post-
stroke effects of corticosterone-related experiences on hippocampal
function, however, may potentially provide an alternative outcome in
cognition. These can be induced by both systemic effects of gluco-
corticoids, that is their immunosuppressive and anti-inﬂammatory
consequences [18–20] following, for instance, focal strokes. Although
there ismuch still to learn about the contribution of the hypothalamic–
pituitary–adrenal (HPA) hormonal outputs during ischemic events,
we make the simple observation here that ischemic insults usually
result in inﬂammation in the brain [21,22], this fact may be a basis for
beneﬁcial results for the ischemic brain through the prominent anti-
inﬂammatory effects of corticosteroids. Therefore, particularly after a
minor ischemic event, we predict that repeated restraint stress will
promote functional improvement due to the less extent of structural
damages in such ischemic events.
The main goals of the present study were: (1) to investigate the
effect of repeated restraint stress and a localized partial-stroke in
the hippocampus induced by endothelin-1 (ET-1) on spatial learning
performance, and (2) to explore the structural and functional conse-
quences of post-stroke stress. In Experiment 1, male rats were given
chronic restraint stress (1 h/day; 21 days) and tested in the MWT
along with control rats. In Experiment 2, subjects were given focal
stroke by the injection of ET-1 into the hippocampus and were tested
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peptide that has been identiﬁed as a potent vasoconstrictor [23],
its focal injection into targeted brain regions in rats produces a
localized ischemic stroke [24–26]. In Experiment 3, rats sustained ET-
1-induced stroke in the hippocampus, followed by a period of chronic
stress for half of the rats. They were then tested in the MWT to
determine whether stress affects spatial performance after hippo-
campal stroke. The amount of hippocampal damage in each ischemic
rat was estimated according to the Cavalieri method. Restraint stress
paradigm, blood sampling and corticosterone (CORT) analyses in
Experiments 1 and 3, ET-1-injection procedure in Experiments 2 and
3, and MWT testing in all experiments were identical.
2. Materials and methods
2.1. Subjects
Fifty adult male, Long–Evans rats weighing 310–370 g, raised at
the Canadian Centre for Behavioural Neuroscience Vivarium at the
University of Lethbridge, were used. The animals were housed in pairs
under a 12:12 h light/dark cycle with light starting at 07:30 h and the
room temperature set at 22 °C. All testing and training was conducted
during the light phase of the cycle at the same time of day. The
animals received water ad libitum. Each rat was handled for four
consecutive days prior to any experimental manipulation. All pro-
cedures were approved by the University of Lethbridge Animal Care
Committee in compliance with the guidelines of the Canadian Council
on Animal Care.
2.2. Experimental procedures and data collection
2.2.1. Experiment 1: chronic restraint stress and spatial learning
performance
2.2.1.1. Blood samples. Fifteen rats (control, N=7; stress, N=8) in this
experiment underwent blood sampling. Blood samples were taken
the day prior to restraint stress. Blood sample were also taken 15–
20 min after stress on the 21st day of treatment. All samples were
collected in the morning hours. Rats were transported individually
to the surgical suite and anesthetized with 4% isoﬂurane. During
the 3–4 min of anesthesia, 0.70 mL of blood was collected from a tail
vein. Blood was sampled using a heparinized butterﬂy catheter. Blood
samples were then transferred to centrifuge tubes and plasma was
obtained by centrifugation at 5000 rpm for 5 min. The plasma samples
were stored at −20 °C until analyzed for CORT concentration using
commercial radioimmunoassay kits (Coat-A-Count, Diagnostic Pro-
ducts Corporation, Los Angeles, USA). All procedures for blood
sampling were the same as that previously reported by Metz et al.
[27].
2.2.1.2. Chronic restraint stress. For restraint stress, animals in the
stress group were maintained in custom-made transparent Plexiglas
tubes (6 cm inner diameter) of adjustable length, from 11:00 am to
12:00 am for 21 consecutive days. All stress rats were stressed
simultaneously in a quiet room with approximately 100 cm distance
between restraint tubes. The tubes allowed the complete restraint of
the animals while at the same time allowing them to breathe through
perforated ends of the tube. The tubes maintained the animals in a
standing position without compression of the body. All procedures for
restraint stress were the same as that previously reported by Metz et
al. [27] with the exception that rats were manually vibrated for 5–10 s
in every 15 min of stress phase in order to prevent the habituation
effect of the given stress. Both control and stress groups were then
tested in the MWT to determine the functional effects of restraint
stress on their spatial learning.2.2.1.3. Morris water task (MWT). In order to assess spatial learning
performance of the animals, all rats were tested after stress in the
moving hidden platform version of the Morris water task (MWT,
[28]). The MWT consisted of a pool (1.5 m diameter) ﬁlled to within
20 cm of the top with water (21±1 °C) that was rendered opaque by
skim milk powder. The pool was located in a room with unobstructed
view of a rich set of distal cues throughout the duration of the
experiment. One day prior to MWT testing, all rats were habituated to
the testing environment, and taught to escape from the water by
climbing onto the platform. During all hidden platform trials on
testing days, the platform was submerged 1–2 cm below the water
surface. Each trial began with the rat being placed in the pool at one of
the four cardinal compass positions around the perimeter of the pool
according to a pseudo-random sequence. The maximum duration of
each swim trial was 60 s. If a rat found the platform within this 60 s
period, it was allowed to remain on the platform for 5 s. If the rat did
not ﬁnd the platform during the selected time, then it was placed onto
the platform for 10 s by the experimenter. Following each swim trial,
the rats were placed in a holding cage and allowed to rest for at 5 min
before the start of the next swim trial. Animals in this experiment
were tested in 8 trials per day for 10 consecutive days of training
before and after stress. In this version of the task, the platform is
moved to a new location every second day. In other words, the
platform remains in the same location for two consecutive days.
Because the location of the hidden platform was different every
2 days, all odd days were called “different-platform” (learning) days,
and even days were called “same-platform” (memory) days.
Moreover, both groups in this experiment were subjected to probe
trial testing on the eleventh day of MWT, a transfer test that was
performed to determine the extent to which the rats had learned
about the location of the platform. On probe test day, the environment
has been divided into four quadrants by the tracking system (HVS
Image 2020) in which quadrants 1, 2, 3, and 4 were labeled for
northeast (NE), southeast (SE), southwest (SW; target quadrant), and
northwest (NW), respectively. The platform was removed from the
pool and the rats were allowed to swim freely for 1 min. The per-
centage of time that the animals spent in each quadrant of the task
was recorded.
The movements of the animals were recorded and analyzed by a
video tracking system (HVS Image 2020 Plus Tracking System, 1998–
2002; HVS Image Ltd, UK) and an Acer computer (Travel Mate 225X).
2.2.2. Experiment 2: ET-1-induced hippocampal (HPC) focal stroke and
spatial learning performance
2.2.2.1. Surgery. Fourteen rats (sham, N=7; HPC stroke, N=7) were
used in this experiment. The procedure of ET-1 injection into the
hippocampuswas the same as that previously described by Faraji et al.
[29]. The hippocampal formation was damaged by bilateral injections
of ET-1 (7.5 pmol/0.5 μl; 0.1 μl/min; Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis,MO, USA)
dissolved in phosphate-buffered saline. Seven rats were anesthetized
using 1.5% isoﬂurane inhalation. A midline incision was made in the
scalp and periosteum. Rats received two injections of ET-1 in each
hippocampus (Fig. 1) through a 23-gauge cannulae attached to a
Harvard infusion pump (model 22) and using the coordinates AP:
−4.1, −5.3; ML: ±3.0, 5.5; DV: −3.7, −6.3 in millimeters relative
to the bregma-lambda distance. The cannulae were left in place for
5 min after each injection. The scalp was sutured after surgery and
the animals were monitored until they became active before being
returned to their home cages. Sham group received all surgical pro-
cedures up to the skull trephination. Rats were allowed to recover for
4–5 days before the beginning of MWT testing.
2.2.2.2. Morris water task (MWT). The MWT procedures used were
identical to those described in Experiment 1 with the exception that
Fig. 1. Schematic of lesions of (A) dorsal and (B) ventral hippocampus. The rats received
two injections in each hippocampus. Atlas plates are from Paxinos and Watson [76]
approximately equal to −3.60 mm and −5.60 mm relative to bregma.
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behavioural testing commenced.
2.2.2.3. Histology. All animals were sacriﬁced by an overdose of sodium
pentobarbital (100 mg/kg i.p.) and perfused transcardially with 0.9%
phosphate buffered saline followed by 4% paraformaldehyde. Each
brain was removed from the skull and stored in 30% sucrose-formalin
solution. The brains were then dissected out and 40 μm coronal
sections were cut on a cryostat microtome. Every fourth section was
mounted on glass slides and stained with cresyl violet. The stained
sections were examined under a microscope (Zeiss, Germany) and
images were captured using an AxioCam camera (Zeiss, Germany) to
quantify the extent of the lesions. The amount of hippocampal lesion
in each ischemic rat was estimated according to the Cavalieri method
[30]. In this experiment, ﬁve images were captured, corresponding
approximately to −2.3, −3.3, −4.3, −5.3 and −6.3 mm relative to
bregma. After capturing an image of each section under 1× and 10×
magniﬁcation, a systematic sampling grid with an area per point of
20,000 pixels was randomly thrown over each image and the number
of points hitting intact hippocampal tissue were counted. Grids were
generated using ImageJ software (http://rsb.info.nih.gov/ij/). The total
number of hits in each rat was then divided by the average number of
hits obtained by three control rats. The complement proportion was
used as the percentage hippocampal lesion estimate [31].
2.2.3. Experiment 3: ET-1-induced HPC minor stroke, restraint stress, and
spatial learning performance
2.2.3.1. Surgery. Fifteen rats were subjected to the hippocampal
injection of ET-1, and the surgical procedures used were identical to
those described in Experiment 2. Animals were then randomly
divided into two groups, stroke-only (N=7) and stroke+stress
(N=8). Rats in stroke+stress group were allowed to recover for 4–
5 days before the beginning of blood sampling and restraint stress.
Moreover, six rats served as shams without skull opening.
2.2.3.2. Blood samples. Blood samples procedures used were identical
to those described in Experiment 1.
2.2.3.3. Chronic restraint stress. The stress procedure usedwas identical
to those described in Experiment 1. Following the 21-day (1 h/day)restraint stress, and in order to assess spatial learning performance of
the animals, all groups were tested in the moving hidden platform
version of the MWT.
2.2.3.4. Morris water task (MWT). The MWT procedures used were
identical to those described in Experiment 2.
2.3. Statistical analysis
In all experiments, three behavioural indices within the MWT
(i.e. latency, swim speed and percentage of time spent in target
quadrant on the probe trial day) were averaged and analyzed for
each odd (learning) and even (memory) day. Statistical analysis
was performed using SPSS for Windows 11.5.0 (Standard Version,
1982–2002; SPSS Inc., USA). Repeated measures analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted with Group, Day and Trial for the inde-
pendent measures. Latency, swim speed and probe performance
served as the dependent variables. Post-hoc (Tukey HSD) test was
used to adjust for multiple comparisons. Differences in between-
group and within-group comparisons were also assessed with
independent and dependent samples t-tests, with Pb0.05 set as the





Blood samples were assayed for pre-stress levels of circulating
CORT (a day prior to stress) and at post-treatment point (day 21).
Rats that received restraint stress, showed an elevated levels of CORT
(stress group: 368±70.61 ng/mL vs. controls: 223±69.11 ng/mL).
An ANOVA was performed on the serum extracted from the blood
samples. The results indicated a signiﬁcant Group difference in CORT
levels [F(1,13)=3.17, Pb0.041] suggesting that stress group sig-
niﬁcantly showed elevated CORT levels compared to controls. An
additional dependent samples t-tests conducted for pre-stress levels
(188±62.18 ng/mL) and chronic points (day 21st; 368±70.61 ng/
mL) revealed a signiﬁcant difference only in stress group (t=2.12,
Pb0.05). No difference was found between pre-stress and chronic
points in control group (199.76±50.18 ng/mL vs. 223±69.11 ng/mL,
PN0.98; dependent samples t-test). These data show that our stress
procedure produced signiﬁcantly elevated levels of blood CORT in
stress group.
3.1.2. Spatial learning performance
We have considered and reported only latency and swim speed in
all experiments because latency and swim length always reveal the
same proﬁle of spatial navigation [32,77–79]. All daily latencies and
swim speed values are the mean values of the eight trials.
Latency: Fig. 2A shows the average time spent to ﬁnd the hidden
platform in the MWT for both groups over 10 days of acquisition. A
repeated measure ANOVA conducted for MWT testing after stress
revealed no signiﬁcant effect of Group [F(1,13)=1.39, PN0.63] but
signiﬁcant effect of Day [F(4,40)=6.33, Pb0.05] indicating that
both control and stress groups could acquire and retrieve the location
of the hidden platform in the same manner. ANOVA also showed a
signiﬁcant effect of Trial [F(7,70)=11.19, Pb0.05]. No effects of Group
by Day [PN0.59] and Group by Trial [PN0.88] interaction were found.
Hence, the latency measure in the MWT, regardless whether tested
with a new or same platform location, was not affected by the
restraint stress employed in this experiment. This suggests that
both control and stress rats were able to acquire and retrieve the
spatial information in a similar rate regardless of their experimental
situation.
Fig. 2. (A) Average latency to ﬁnd the hidden platform on different- and same platform
days within MWT. (B) Swim speed averaged across 10 days of testing in MWT. No
signiﬁcant effect of stress was found in post-stress latency and speed. (C) The mean
percentage of time spent in the four quadrants of MWT during the 60 s of the probe trial
conducted on day 11. Grey and lined zones in the schematic circle represent target and
opposite quadrants respectively. No signiﬁcant difference was found in dwell time in
the target quadrant between control and stress groups. Error bars denote average
±SEM for each group.
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groups during 10 days acquisition. Both groups showed relatively
constant speeds across the 10 testing days in the task. An ANOVA
conducted for speed on post-stress trials in the MWT showed no
signiﬁcant main effect of Group [F(1,13)=2.71, PN0.54] or interac-
tion effects (all PsN0.05). This shows that stress had no effect on the
rats' speed during the spatial navigation in the MWT.
Probe trial: the results showing the percentage of time spent in
each quadrant (60-s duration) are depicted in Fig. 2C. Accurate spatial
memory is indicated by signiﬁcantly greater search time in target
(quadrant three; SW) compared to non-target quadrants of the task.
Rats in both groups showed similar preference to spend time in the
target (control: 43.12%±3.17; stress: 44.34%±4.55) and opposite
(control: 12.66%±4.43; stress: 14.54%±3.95) quadrants within the
MWT. No signiﬁcant difference was found in the percentage timespent in the target quadrant between groups (PN0.89; independent
samples t-test). Moreover, animals in both groups showed a bias for
the SW target quadrant during probe testing when compared to the
opposite quadrant (NE; control: t=8.70, stress: t=7.54; Pb0.05;
dependent samples t-test).
Overall, our results in the Experiment 1 suggest that a 21-day
restraint stress procedure signiﬁcantly increased circulating CORT,
but it does not produce any detectible effect on spatial learning per-
formance measured by the MWT. Control and stress groups showed




ET-1 produced tissue loss in the dorsal and ventral areas of the
hippocampus in all rats of the stroke group (Fig. 3). The damage to the
dorsal hippocampus was mostly limited to the CA1 and the dentate
gyrus (DG). In only one case, the dorsal CA2 region also showed some
evidence of tissue loss. However, the extent of tissue loss in the
ventral hippocampus was mainly restricted to the CA1, CA2 and
sometimes CA3 ﬁelds, depending upon the exact point of injection. No
damage was observed in the ventral DG. The estimation of general
tissue loss showed that ET-1 injection induced 18.33% (±1.24) tissue
loss in the dorsal and 26.79% (±1.08) tissue loss in the ventral parts
of the hippocampus. An ANOVA conducted on the percent tissue loss
in the dorsal and ventral hippocampus indicated that ET-1 injection
induced signiﬁcantly more tissue loss in stroke group compared to
controls [dorsal: F(1,12)=6.01, Pb0.05; ventral: F(1,12)=4.89, Pb0.05].
There were no signs of tissue loss in the hippocampus of any of the
animals in the control group.
3.2.2. Spatial learning performance
Latency: Fig. 4A shows the average time to ﬁnd the hidden plat-
form for both control and ET-1 groups over 10 days of acquisition.
Although all rats showed a gradual decrease in the latency to locate
the hidden platform, control rats located the platform more quickly
than rats with HPC damage. An ANOVA conducted for the latency
indicated a signiﬁcant main effect of Group [F(1,12)=11.13, Pb0.05]
suggesting that ET-1 injection into the hippocampus induced spatial
learning impairments in the MWT. The effects of Trial [F(7,70)=
18.13, Pb0.05] was also signiﬁcant indicating that both control and
stroke groups could learn the spatial location of the hidden platform
in different trials during the learning and memory days. Tests of
within-subjects effects showed no interaction between Group by
Day, and Group by Trial (all PN0.05). Although the general proﬁle
of spatial learning performance in the MWT discloses a gradual
decreased latency for both groups, our analysis of different- and same-
platform days shows that only the control group could acquire and
retrieve the spatial location of the hidden platform.
Swim speed: Fig. 4B reveals swim speed in control and stroke
groups during 10 days acquisition. Both groups showed relatively
constant speeds across the 10 testing days in the task. No signiﬁcant
difference was found between control and stroke groups [PN0.83;
ANOVA] suggesting that the observed behavioural deﬁcits in theMWT
following ET-1 injection may be attributed to the cognitive outcomes
of ET-1-induced stroke in the hippocampus.
Probe trial: Fig. 4C shows the percentage time spent in the testing
(SE) and opposite (NW) quadrants of MWT during the probe trial.
Analysis of the 60 s of the probe performance revealed that rats in
the control group spent a considerable proportion of their time
(41.69%; ±3.18) searching in the target quadrant. The proﬁle of time
spending at the different quadrants and target quadrant (31.15%;
±3.39) for stroke rats in the probe trial, however, was signiﬁcantly
lower suggesting that rats with HPC damage did not acquire or retain
a strong bias for the previous location of platform as compared to the
Fig. 3. (Top panel, A, a and B, b) Photomicrograph of a coronal section of a dorsal region of the hippocampus for a control (A and a; magniﬁcation 1× and 10×) and HPC stroke
(B and b; magniﬁcation 1× and 10×) rat. Both low and higher magniﬁcations 1× and 10× of the DG show the hippocampal damage in the stroke rat. (Below panel, A, a and B,
b) Photomicrograph of a coronal section of a ventral region of the hippocampus in a control (A and a; magniﬁcation 1× and 10×) and HPC stroke (B and b; magniﬁcation 1× and 10×)
rat. Both magniﬁcations of the ventral hippocampus show that all ischemic rats had tissue loss in the CA1 and CA2 areas resulting from ET-1 injection.
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groups only in the target quadrant showed a signiﬁcant difference
(t=8.19; Pb0.01) suggesting that stroke group spent less time in the
target quadrant when compared to controls. Furthermore, analysis for
target (SE) versus non-target (NW) quadrants showed a signiﬁcant
difference for controls (t=4.06, Pb0.05, dependent samples t-test)
but not for stroke group (PN0.66, dependent samples t-test). In
summary, control rats tended to preferentially swim in the quadrant
in which the platform had been presented during the previous
training days.Taken together, both histological and behavioural results in the
Experiment 2 indicate that stroke rats that received ET-1 in the
hippocampus have a signiﬁcant tissue loss in the HPC, and show
learning and memory impairment assessed by MWT.
3.3. Experiment 3
3.3.1. Volumetric measurements
Fig. 5 shows lesions of the dorsal and ventral hippocampus
induced by ET-1 and the average percent of tissue loss in these regions
Fig. 4. Testing in MWT. (A) Latency to ﬁnd the hidden platform during 10 days of
testing. HPC stroke rats showed signiﬁcantly impaired spatial performance in the task
when compared to control rats. (B) Mean swim speed averaged across 10 days of
testing in MWT. No signiﬁcant difference was found between groups in swim speed
during spatial navigation. (C) The mean percentage of dwell time in the four quadrants
of MWT during the 60 s of the probe trial conducted on day 11. The controls spent
signiﬁcantly more time searching for the platform in the target quadrant (grey zone)
relative to the HPC group. Asterisks indicate signiﬁcance: *Pb0.05; independent
samples t-test. Error bars show ±SEM.
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the rats that received intrahippocampal ET-1 injections showed tissue
loss that was largely restricted to the region in and around the in-
jection sites, which normally included small portions of the CA1
region and DG. Both stroke and stroke+stress groups showed minor
damages to some of the regions of the hippocampus, including CA1
and DG areas in the dorsal portion of the hippocampus. In the ventral
hippocampus, however, the damages were mostly conﬁned to theCA1, CA2 and CA3 regions. No damagewas observed in the ventral DG.
For the analysis, the stroke-only and stroke+stress groups were
compared. Using volumetrics as a measure, an analysis of the tissue
loss revealed no signiﬁcant effect of Group (PN0.96; ANOVA). That is,
both groups were structurally affected by the ET-1 injection into the
hippocampus in a very similar manner.
3.3.2. CORT levels
Blood samples were assayed for levels of circulating CORT at pre-
stress (a day prior to stress) and post-stress treatment (day 21). Rats
that received restraint stress after focal stroke in the hippocampus
showed an elevated level of CORT (424±41.12 ng/mL) when com-
pared with control (226±76.51 ng/mL) and HPC stroke-only (311±
37.69 ng/mL) groups. An ANOVA conducted for CORT levels showed a
signiﬁcant effect of Group [F(2,18)=6.99, Pb0.05]. Post hoc analysis
(Tukey HSD) revealed a signiﬁcant difference between the control
and stroke+stress (Pb0.033), and stroke-only and stroke+stress
(Pb0.041). No differences were found between the control and stroke
groups (PN0.83, Post hoc). An additional dependent samples t-test
conducted for the stroke+stress group also revealed a signiﬁcant
difference between pre-stress and chronic points in this group (219±
83.62 ng/mL vs. 424±41.12 ng/mL; t=9.86, Pb0.01). No differences
were found between pre-stress and chronicmeasures in control group
(271±54.39 ng/mL vs. 226±76.51 ng/mL, PN0.81; dependent sam-
ples t-test) and stroke-only group (239±44.91 ng/mL vs. 311±
37.69 ng/mL, PN0.94; dependent samples t-test).
3.3.3. Spatial learning performance
Latency: Fig. 6A shows the average time to ﬁnd the hidden
platform for all groups over 10 days of acquisition in theMWT. Similar
to the previous experiments, all rats showed a gradual decrease in
latency to locate the hidden platform regardless of their experimental
situation. However, rats in stroke+stress group located the platform
more quickly than rats with only HPC stroke. A repeated measure
ANOVA indicated a signiﬁcant main effect of Group [F(2,18)=58.55,
Pb0.05], Trial [F(7,70)=1.77, Pb0.05] and Day [F(4,40)=13.32,
Pb0.05]. No signiﬁcant effects of Group by Trial and Group by Day
were observed (all PN0.05). Post hoc comparisons (Tukey HSD)
revealed signiﬁcant difference between the controls and stroke-only
groups (Pb0.028) but not between the control and stroke+stress
groups (PN0.99). Post hoc comparisons also showed signiﬁcant
difference between the stroke-only and the stroke+stress groups
(Pb0.043). Our results indicate that although all the groups can learn
during spatial testing to ﬁnd the hidden platform in the MWT, the
acquisition is faster and more efﬁcient in the group of rats that were
stressed after receiving hippocampal ET-1 injections when compared
to the rats that had only the HPC stroke.
Swim speed: the facilitated spatial learning performance in the
MWT after stress might be due to the effect of stress on the rats'
locomotion, thus to determine whether the difference in performance
by the combined stroke+stress group was due to how fast they were
swimming, an analysis was performed on their speed. Fig. 6B reveals
swim speed in control, stroke-only and stroke+stress groups during
10 days acquisition in the MWT. All groups showed gradually
increased speeds across the 10 testing days in the task. No signiﬁcant
effect of Group (PN0.72; ANOVA) and Day (PN0.88; ANOVA) was
found indicating that neither stroke nor stress could affect the rats'
speed during spatial navigation within the MWT on the different
testing days. Hence, the observed facilitating effect of stress after
stroke on latency in the MWT does not result from an effect of
restraint stress on swim speed in stroke+stress group.
Probe trial: the results showing the percentage of time spent in
each quadrant during the probe trial (60-s duration) are depicted in
Fig. 6C. Analysis of the probe performance in this experiment revealed
a different proﬁle of spatial performance of the experimental groups.
All groups almost spent a considerable proportion of their time
Fig. 5. (A and B) Illustrations of the lesion observed bilaterally through the rostral and caudal extent of the hippocampus. The black spots represent the core of lesion which
is surrounded by the grey area with less tissue damage. (C and D) Estimate of the percentage damage for the stroke and stroke+stress groups in the dorsal and ventral
hippocampus. Both groups were structurally affected by the ET-1 injection into the hippocampus in a similar manner. Error bars show ±SEM. Atlas plates are from Paxinos and
Watson [76].
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spending at the target quadrant (controls: 49.09%±1.88; stroke-only:
33.84±3.17; stroke+stress: 42.21±1.81) in the probe trial, how-
ever, was signiﬁcantly different [F(2,18)=6.37, Pb0.05]. No signiﬁ-
cant difference was found between stroke-only and stroke+stress
groups (PN0.58, post-hoc) indicating that the stroke-only and stroke
+stress groups remembered the previous location of the hidden
platform in a similar manner in the probe trial. However, animals only
in control and stroke+stress groups showed signiﬁcant savings for
the target quadrant (NW) relative to the opposite quadrant (quadrant
2 or SE, control: t=3.68; stroke+stress: t=3.05; all Pb0.05, depen-
dent samples t-test).
4. Discussion
While chronic restraint stress in the ﬁrst experiment was expected
to have a disruptive effect on spatial performance, we found that
spatial learning performance in MWT is not affected by this type of
stress. In the second experiment, rats that received ischemic focal
stroke by injection of ET-1 into the hippocampus were tested in the
MWT. As we hypothesized, ET-1-induced hippocampal focal stroke
produced a spatial learning impairment in the MWT. Rats' spatial
learning performance was investigated after stroke and stress in the
third experiment. Our results indicate that post-stroke stress may
enhance spatial learning performance even though stress did not
diminish the volume of ischemic tissue loss.4.1. Spatial learning performance may not be affected by restraint stress
Although many reports indicate that stress can be a potent
modulator of cognitive function in general, mainly by impairing cog-
nitive function, the present data suggest that this relationship is more
complex. Various studies have suggested that spatial learning per-
formance is not inﬂuenced by speciﬁc stress paradigms. For instance,
Bowman et al. [33] assessed spatial memory after stress in the radial
armmaze (RAM). The rats' spatial learning was scored by three choice
accuracy measures: number of correct choices in ﬁrst eight arm visits;
choice where the ﬁrst mistake was made; and total number of choices
to complete the task. Interestingly, the authors showed that 21 days
of chronic stress enhanced spatial learning, while 28 days neither
enhanced nor impaired performance [33]. The present study ex-
panded previous studies by investigating the effect of post-stroke
repeated restraint stress on spatial learning in the MWT.
In the present study we did not ﬁnd a disruptive effect of our
repeated restraint stress paradigm in male rats within the MWT.
We found that the control and stress groups showed very similar
spatial learning performance in the MWT. Moreover, stress proce-
dure employed particularly in Experiment 1 produced signiﬁcantly
elevated levels of plasma CORT in chronic point. Hence, no stress
tolerance [34] or habituation to the adverse effects of stress [35,36]
that are usually reported for chronic stress were found in the current
study. These results are consistent with previous studies showing that
spatial learning performance is not adversely affected by stress [7,8].
Fig. 6. Testing inMWT. (A) Latency to ﬁnd the hidden platform. Over 10 days of training,
latency to reach the hidden platform signiﬁcantly decreased in HPC stroke+stress
animals when compared to stroke-only group. (B) Mean swim speed averaged across
10 days of testing inMWT. No signiﬁcant difference was found between groups in speed
during the spatial navigation. (C) The mean percentage of time spent in the four
quadrants of MWT during the 60 s of the probe trial conducted on day 11. Grey zone in
the schematic circle shows target quadrant. Error bars show ±SEM.
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spatial outcomes, including the context in which corticosteroid-
receptor activation occurs, stressor intensity, stress duration, source of
stress, memory phase at which stress acts, stressor controllability and
predictability, and gender ([1], see also Ref. [37] for review). However,
with respect to the present results, a number of possibilities should be
considered in particular.
First, the duration (i.e. the length) and intensity of restraint stress
play a key role in determining the behavioural effects of stress on
performance (see Ref. [37], for review). Stress-related impairments in
spatial performance have mostly been induced by and reported on
chronic restraint stress. This stress paradigm usually refers to a more
protracted exposure to daily restraint, such as 6 h/day for 21 days
[38–42]. Studies using such a chronic restraint paradigm revealed
disruptive effects on spatial performance [38–42]. The present study,
however, used a 1-hour restraint paradigm which could be the main
source of the discrepancy between our results in the current
experiment and the studies that have found disruptive effects.
Second, althoughmany stressors can evoke dramatic neural and/or
endocrine, and behavioural responses, the behavioural and endocrinestress responses can be dissociated [43] because the multitude hor-
monal consequences of stress frequently affect multiple target tissues
[44]. In this perspective, many of the hormones involved in stress
responses possess collateral consequences that may or may not
reinforce their direct biological or behavioural effects. It is likely that
many of these other effects, either behavioural or hormonal, can
provide the basis of mechanisms that might serve other, unrelated
adaptive needs [44]. The concept of stress-sensitive behaviours and
stress-related multiple biological reﬂections, from this viewpoint, are
the challenging issues that need further investigation particularly
when they are interpreted only in the light of neuroendocrinological
events. Therefore, that the neurohormonal and behavioural conse-
quences of stressful experiences can be dissociated may provide a
basis for stress-induced enhancement of spatial performance in the
present study.
Overall, it is well known that stress can have various effects on
memory: facilitating, neutral as well as disruptive inﬂuences have
been reported. These effects of stress on memory processes depend
upon several factors that cause signiﬁcant discrepancy between
results among different investigations. Speciﬁcally, for our results in
the ﬁrst experiment and when memory has been shown to be
unaffected by stress, task demands and duration of stress, and the
potentials for dissociating behavioural and endocrine responses
during stress may underlie the results. For functional alterations
resulting from any structural damage (e.g., accidents, diseases, aging,
etc.) to the brain, however, the issue of impaired spatial performance
seems to be less ambiguous.
4.2. Hippocampal focal stroke impairs spatial performance
The present study utilized injections of ET-1 into the hippocampus
as an analogue of ischemic stroke [25]. ET-1 is a potent and long-
acting vasoconstricting peptide [23] that may play a role in the
pathophysiology of a number of diseases. In animal models of stroke,
injection of ET-1 into the target area reduces local blood ﬂow via
vasoconstriction to produce ischemic damage [24,25]. In addition to
cortical ischemia induced by ET-1 [45,46], a low dose of ET-1 has
recently been used as a model of localized subthreshold stroke in the
hippocampus [14,26,29].
ET-1 injection into the hippocampus in our study was associated
with clear ischemic loss of hippocampal tissue and a reliable spatial
impairment in the MWT. The spatial impairment following the hip-
pocampal stroke in this experiment is likely to be a cognitive deﬁcit
resulting from the hippocampal stroke alone. In other words, this may
not be caused by the locomotor consequence of the speciﬁc procedure
of ET-1 injection as shown by the similar proﬁle of rats' speed within
the MWT.
Moreover, it has been shown that hippocampal cells are highly
sensitive to stroke events [13] and any vascular insult could affect
this structure leading to spatial cognition deﬁcits. As the present data
and previous studies [29] indicate, ET-1-induced tissue loss in the
hippocampus is mostly expected to occur in the dorsal CA1 and DG.
Hence, the observed behavioural decline following ET-1-induced
stroke supports the view that both hippocampal sub-areas play a
central role in learning and memory by processing and representing
spatial information [47]. Speciﬁcally, CA1-involved spatial represen-
tation has been demonstrated in several studies [48,49] and it has
been shown that CA1 and the DG integrate activity during spatial
performance [50]. An additional key issue about the DG's structure is
that this area is highly plastic and new neurons are born in the DG
throughout the life of mammals [51,52], although the functional
impact of neurogenesis in the DG on physiology and behaviour
is unclear. That the DG is structurally involved in neurogenesis, may
open awindow into brain recovery after neuropathological conditions.
Because studies have shown that the DG's neurogenesis is dependent,
in some parts, upon the presence of glucocorticoids [18,19,53], our
397J. Faraji et al. / Physiology & Behavior 102 (2011) 389–399results in Experiment 3, therefore, provide one important hypothesis
for future investigations: stressful situations or corticosterone treat-
ment may enhance spatial performance particularly when the hip-
pocampus is partially damaged by a neuropathological situation such
as focal ischemic stroke [29]. Furthermore, the ischemic output,
structural or functional, in the hippocampus may be inﬂuenced by
the neuroprotective consequences of CORT-related experiences, a
hypothesis that was investigated in the third experiment.
4.3. Post-stroke restraint stress enhances spatial function
Based on the hypothesis of the stress-dependent memory en-
hancement [2], the third experiment evaluated possible beneﬁcial
effects of stress on hippocampal structure and function after ET-1-
induced hippocampal stroke. Our prediction about the beneﬁcial effects
of a repeated stress paradigmonpost-stroke cognitive performancewas
based, not only on the anti-inﬂammatory consequences of glucocorti-
coids, but also on the hypothesis of the stress-dependent memory
enhancement. The view that stress enhances memory emphasizes the
possibility that the physiology of memory formation and consolidation
may involve stress hormones as endogenous positive modulators.
At the level of structural changes induced by stress, our results
in this experiment, at face value, seem to contradict some previous
ﬁndings [29] in which both stress and corticosterone decreased the
volume of hippocampal damage in rats. It is possible that the pre-
viously reported effect on tissue loss after stress was due to a shorter-
term stress (1 h/day; 16 days) compared to the longer-term stress
procedure used in the present study (1 h/day; 21 days). Therefore, the
two procedures may reveal different proﬁles of structural alterations
in the hippocampus after a focal stroke.
At the level of functional changes, however, the observed results
in the current study are in line with our previous ﬁndings. Most
importantly, the results about the rats' swim speed during spatial
navigation either after stress or stroke should be speciﬁcally
considered. Selecting swim speed, in addition to latency, as a further
pointer for spatial performance in this study may lead to re-conﬁrm
the previous reports in which neither stress nor ischemic insult can
increase swim speed within the MWT [26,29], although both stress-
induced hyperactivity [54] and ischemia-induced hyperactivity [55]
have been previously reported. This means that the decreased latency
to locate the platform in the MWT by stroke+stress group was not
attributable to the subjects' speed or hyperactivity during the spatial
navigation. The discrepancy between our ﬁndings and the previous
results may be reﬂected by the differences between the lab protocols
for stress and procedures to induce ischemic events.
Furthermore, the probe test in this series of experiments served as
a second andmore deﬁnitivemeasure of spatial performance. Animals
with stroke+stress in Experiment 3 did not generate lasting long-
term spatial memory, as shown by the observed non-signiﬁcant
difference between stroke-only animals and stroke+stress group in
the target quadrant. Nevertheless, analysis of dwell time in target
versus non-target quadrant presented an alternative proﬁle of probe
function in which stroke+stress animals still showed an enhanced
spatial memory in the MWT compared to stroke-only group.
A great deal of non human animal research documents an impres-
sive array of effects of corticosteroids on memory performance [56–
58]. Although beyond the scope of this study, it has been suggested
that adrenal hormones are associated with enhanced spatial memory
[33,59,60]. The behavioural improvement following stress or CORT-
associated experiences arguably indicate the impressive outcomes of
adrenal steroids on the hippocampal functions. This can speciﬁcally be
counted for the key role of these hormones in memory through the
interactions of basolateral amygdala (BLA) with the hippocampus
[61], a hypothesis in which the amygdala, that has a moderate density
of glucocorticoid receptors (GR), participates in the inﬂuence of
glucocorticoids on memory consolidation.An alternative possibility for the observed memory enhancement
after stroke by a repeated restraint stress paradigm in the current
study concerns the anti-inﬂammatory actions and potentially neuro-
protective effects by glucocorticoids. There are some reasons to
believe that glucocorticoids (e.g. corticosterone), in an intense and
complicated biological dialogue with immune and other neuronal
agents, may inﬂuence post-ischemic recovery in the adult brain (see
Ref. [62] for review). Our results, for instance, may be interpreted in
the light of the fact that corticosteroids are endowed with powerful
anti-edema and anti-inﬂammatory properties [63]. Basically, focal
ischemia is known to induce a long-lasting inﬂammation that in-
hibits neurogenesis in the adult rodent brain [21,22]. Inﬂammatory
processes, however, can be attenuated by glucocorticoids through
the system that plays a role in post-ischemic inﬂammatory reactions
and was recently shown to be a promoter of neurogenesis ([64]; see
Ref. [65] for review). Hence, glucocorticoids may play a restorative
role after ischemic events through reducing inﬂammatory processes
in the brain.
The hippocampus has been recently selected for stress and stroke
investigations because: (1) the hippocampus is a structure intimately
involved in a well characterized processes of learning and storage
of new information [66–69], (2) strokes and other neuropathological
conditions frequently cause some learning and memory deﬁcits
[70,71], (3) in the adult hippocampus, particularly DG new neurons
are produced [51,72], and (4) the structure is a major target of stress
hormones [6], having one of the highest concentrations of receptors
for corticosteroids in the mammalian brain. Based on our results, one
can at least conclude that the hippocampus is susceptible to the
structural and functional improvement after ischemia, particularly
after ischemic focal stroke and CORT-related experiences.
Froma behavioural viewpoint, on the other hand, several strategies
may be evoked by the physical arrangement of the environment, and
the animal's perception and physical capabilities when it encounters a
stressful challenge (see Ref. [73] for review). For instance, restraint
stress promotes the use of task-speciﬁc compensatory strategies in
skilled movement after stroke [74]. In addition, the environmental
input (e.g. the context of a learning task) that activates certain
neuronal pathways is likely to inﬂuence steroid-receptor-mediated
changes in limbic activity [1]. In this perspective, it has been suggested
that both exogenous CORT administered immediately after training
and a decrease in the water temperature that produces a CORT
response facilitate spatial performance in the MWT [75]. The con-
textual or environmental input, therefore, sometimes may determine
the level of the involvement of HPA-related outputs in, for instance,
memory function.
4.4. General conclusions
Taken together, the results reviewed in the present study empha-
size: (1) the behavioural dynamics in the MWT particularly after
stressful episodes and hippocampal stroke, and (2) the importance of
CORT-related experiences in stroke outcome. We have demonstrated
that behavioural deﬁcits caused by HPC ischemic focal stroke can
be regulated by repeated restraint stress. This interesting picture of
enhanced functional improvement by stress after stroke, although not
directly attributable to steroid hormones, may suggest a central role
of these hormones in memory performance. The precise nature of
the causal relationship between stress and post-stroke functional im-
provement, however, is uncertain and should be the focus of further
investigations.
Acknowledgements
We thank Dr. Melinda Wang for the technical assistance with
histology. This research was supported by a scholarship of the Iran
Ministry of Health and Medical Education (IMHME) to J.F., by the
398 J. Faraji et al. / Physiology & Behavior 102 (2011) 389–399Canadian Institutes of Health Research grants to G.M. and R.S., and by
the Canadian Stroke Network. J.F. is a scholar of the Neuroscience
Research Centre, Golestan University of Medical Sciences, Iran. G.M.
and R.S. are supported by Alberta Innovates — Health Solutions.
References
[1] de Kloet ER, Oitzl MS, Joels M. Stress and cognition: are corticosteroids good or bad
guys? Trends Neurosci 1999;22(10):422–6.
[2] Luine V, Martinez C, Villegas M, Magariños AM, McEwen BS. Restraint stress
reversibly enhances spatial memory performance. Physiol Behav 1996;59(1):27–32.
[3] Payne JD, Nadel L, Allen JJ, Thomas KG, Jacobs WJ. The effects of experimentally
induced stress on false recognition. Memory 2002;10(1):1–6.
[4] Sapolsky RM. Stress hormones: good and bad. Neurobiol Dis 2000;7(5):540–2.
[5] Yang Y, Cao J, Xiong W, Zhang J, Zhou Q, Wei H, et al. Both stress experience and
age determine the impairment or enhancement effect of stress on spatial memory
retrieval. J Endocrinol 2003;178(1):45–54.
[6] McEwen BS, Sapolsky RM. Stress and cognitive function. Curr Opin Neurobiol
1995;5(2):205–16.
[7] Beylin AV, Shors TJ. Stress enhances excitatory trace eyeblink conditioning and
opposes acquisition of inhibitory conditioning. BehavNeurosci 1998;112(6):1327–38.
[8] Warren DA, Castro CA, Rudy JW, Maier SF. No spatial learning impairment
following exposure to inescapable shock. Psychobiology 1991;19(2):127–34.
[9] McLaughlin KJ, Baran SE, Wright RL, Conrad CD. Chronic stress enhances spatial
memory in ovariectomized female rats despite CA3 dendritic retraction: possible
involvement of CA1 neurons. Neuroscience 2005;135(4):1045–54.
[10] McLaughlin KJ, Gomez J, Baran SE, Conrad CD. The effects of chronic stress on
hippocampalmorphologyand function: anevaluationof chronic restraint paradigms.
Brain Res 2007;1161:56–64.
[11] Zucchi FC, Kirkland SW, Jadavji NM, van Waes LT, Klein A, Supina RD, et al.
Predictable stress versus unpredictable stress: a comparison in a rodent model of
stroke. Behav Brain Res 2009;205(1):67–75.
[12] Liu J, Solway K, Messing RO, Sharp FR. Increased neurogenesis in the dentate gyrus
after transient global ischemia in gerbils. J Neurosci 1998;18(19):7768–78.
[13] Sachdev PS, Chen X, Joscelyne A, Wen W, Altendorf A, Brodaty H. Hippocampal size
anddementia in strokepatients: theSydney stroke study. JNeurol Sci 2007;260(1–2):
71–7.
[14] Driscoll I, Hong NS, Craig LA, Sutherland RJ, McDonald RJ. Enhanced cell death
and learning deﬁcits after a mini-stroke in aged hippocampus. Neurobiol Aging
2007;29(12):1847–58.
[15] Caso JR, Moro MA, Lorenzo P, Lizasoain I, Leza JC. Involvement of IL-1beta in acute
stress-induced worsening of cerebral ischaemia in rats. Eur Neuropsychophar-
macol 2007;17(9):600–7.
[16] Madrigal JL, Caso JR, de Cristóbal J, Cárdenas A, Leza JC, Lizasoain I, et al. Effect of
subacute and chronic immobilisation stress on the outcome of permanent focal
cerebral ischaemia in rats. Brain Res 2003;979(1–2):137–45.
[17] Narváez JA, Aguirre JA, Härfstrand A, Eneroth P, Ganten D, Agnati LF, et al.
Immobilization stress induces vasodepressor and altered neuroendocrine
responses in the adult stroke-prone spontaneously hypertensive male rat. Acta
Physiol Scand Dec 1993;149(4):491–501.
[18] Grundy PL, Patel N, Harbuz MS, Lightman SL, Sharples PM. Glucocorticoids
modulate BDNF mRNA expression in the rat hippocampus after traumatic brain
injury. NeuroReport 2000;11(15):3381–4.
[19] Melcangi RC, Cavarretta I, Magnaghi V, Ciusani E, Salmaggi A. Corticosteroids
protect oligodendrocytes from cytokine-induced cell death. NeuroReport 2000;11
(18):3969–72.
[20] Quirarte GL, Roozendaal B, McGaugh JL. Glucocorticoid enhancement of memory
storage involves noradrenergic activation in the basolateral amygdala. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA 1997;94(25):14,048–53.
[21] Ekdahl CT, Claasen JH, Bonde S, Kokaia Z, Lindvall O. Inﬂammation is detrimental
for neurogenesis in adult brain. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2003;100:13,632–7.
[22] Monje ML, Toda H, Palmer TD. Inﬂammatory blockade restores adult hippocampal
neurogenesis. Science 2003;302:1760–5.
[23] Yanagisawa M, Kurihara H, Kimura S, Tomobe Y, Kobayashi M, Mitsui Y, et al. A
novel potent vasoconstrictor peptide produced by vascular endothelial cells.
Nature 1988;332(6163):411–5.
[24] Fuxe K, Kurosawa N, Cintra A, Hallström A, Goiny M, Rosén L, et al. Involvement of
local ischemia in endothelin-1 induced lesions of the neostriatum of the
anaesthetized rat. Exp Brain Res 1992;88(1):131–9.
[25] Fuxe K, Bjelke B, Andbjer B, Grahn H, Rimondini R, Agnati L. Endothelin-1 induced
lesions of the frontoparietal cortex of the rat. A possible model of focal cortical
ischemia. NeuroReport 1997;8(11):2623–9.
[26] McDonald RJ, Craig LA, Hong NS. Enhanced cell death in hippocampus and
emergence of cognitive impairments following a localized mini-stroke in
hippocampus if preceded by a previous episode of acute stress. Eur J Neurosci
2008;27(8):2197–209.
[27] Metz GA, Jadavji NM, Smith LK. Modulation of motor function by stress: a novel
concept of the effects of stress and corticosterone on behavior. Eur J Neurosci
2005;22(5):1190–200.
[28] Morris R. Developments of a water-maze procedure for studying spatial learning
in the rat. J Neurosci Methods 1984;11(1):47–60.
[29] Faraji J, Lehmann H, Metz GA, Sutherland RJ. Stress and corticosterone enhance
cognitive recovery fromhippocampal stroke in rats. Neurosci Lett Oct 25, 2009;462
(3):248–52.[30] Schmitz C, Hof PR. Design-based stereology in neuroscience. Neuroscience
2005;130(4):813–31.
[31] Lehmann H, Lacanilao S, Sutherland RJ. Complete or partial hippocampal damage
produces equivalent retrograde amnesia for remote contextual fear memories. Eur
J Neurosci 2007;25(5):1278–86.
[32] Harrison FE, Hosseini AH, Dawes SM, Weaver S, May JM. Ascorbic acid attenuates
scopolamine-induced spatial learning deﬁcits in the water maze. Behav Brain Res
2009;205(2):550–8.
[33] Bowman RE, Zrull MC, Luine VN. Chronic restraint stress enhances radial arm
maze performance in female rats. Brain Res 2001;904(2):279–89.
[34] Spencer RL, McEwen BS. Impaired adaptation of the hypothalamic–pituitary–
adrenal axis to chronic ethanol stress in aged rats. Neuroendocrinology 1997;65
(5):353–9.
[35] Faraday MM. Rat sex and strain differences in responses to stress. Physiol Behav
2002;75(4):507–22.
[36] Galea LA, McEwen BS, Tanapat P, Deak T, Spencer RL, Dhabhar FS. Sex differences
in dendritic atrophy of CA3 pyramidal neurons in response to chronic restraint
stress. Neuroscience 1997;81(3):689–97.
[37] Sandi C, Pinelo-Nava MT. Stress and memory: behavioural effects and neurobi-
ological mechanisms. Neural Plast 2007;2007:78,970.
[38] Goldwater DS, Pavlides C, Hunter RG, Bloss EB, Hof PR, McEwen BS, et al. Structural
and functional alterations to rat medial prefrontal cortex following chronic
restraint stress and recovery. Neuroscience 2009;164(2):798–808.
[39] Gregus A, Wintink AJ, Davis AC, Kalynchuk LE. Effect of repeated corticosterone
injections and restraint stress on anxiety and depression-like behavior in male
rats. Behav Brain Res 2005;156(1):105–14.
[40] Lee T, Jarome T, Li SJ, Kim JJ, Helmstetter FJ. Chronic stress selectively reduces
hippocampal volume in rats: a longitudinal magnetic resonance imaging study.
NeuroReport 2009;20(17):1554–8.
[41] Luine V, Villegas M, Martinez C, McEwen BS. Repeated stress causes re-
versible impairments of spatial memory performance. Brain Res 1994;639(1):
167–70.
[42] Sadowski RN, Jackson GR, Wieczorek L, Gold PE. Effects of stress, corticosterone,
and epinephrine administration on learning in place and response tasks. Behav
Brain Res 2009;205(1):19–25.
[43] Koob GF, Heinrichs SC, Pich EM, Menzaghi F, Baldwin H, Miczek K, et al. The role of
corticotropin-releasing factor in behavioural responses to stress. Ciba Found Symp
1993;172:277–8.
[44] Greenberg N, Carr JA, Summers CH. Causes and consequences of stress. Integr
Comp Biol 2002;42(3):508–16.
[45] Adkins DL, Voorhies AC, Jones TA. Behavioral and neuroplastic effects of focal
endothelin-1 induced sensorimotor cortex lesions. Neuroscience 2004;128(3):
473–86.
[46] Tennant KA, Jones TA. Sensorimotor behavioral effects of endothelin-1 induced
small cortical infarcts in C57BL/6 mice. J Neurosci Methods Jun 30, 2009;181(1):
18–26.
[47] Gallagher M, Holland PC. Preserved conﬁgural learning and spatial learning
impairment in rats with hippocampal damage. Hippocampus 1992;2(1):81–8.
[48] Bower MR, Euston DR, McNaughton BL. Sequential-context-dependent hippo-
campal activity is not necessary to learn sequences with repeated elements.
J Neurosci 2005;25:1313–23.
[49] Ferbinteanu J, Shapiro ML. Prospective and retrospective memory coding in the
hippocampus. Neuron 2003;40:1227–39.
[50] Gothard KM, Hoffman KL, Battaglia FP, McNaughton BL. Dentate gyrus and ca1
ensemble activity during spatial reference frame shifts in the presence and
absence of visual input. J Neurosci 2001;21(18):7284–92.
[51] Altman J, Das GD. Autoradiographic and histological evidence of postnatal
hippocampal neurogenesis in rats. J Comp Neurol 1965;124(3):319–35.
[52] Derrick BE. Plastic processes in the dentate gyrus: a computational perspective.
Prog Brain Res 2007;163:417–51.
[53] Mocchetti I, SpigaG, HayesVY, Isackson PJ, Colangelo A.Glucocorticoids differentially
increase nerve growth factor and basic ﬁbroblast growth factor expression in the rat
brain. J Neurosci 1996;16(6):2141–8.
[54] Strekalova T, Spanagel R, Dolgov O, Bartsch D. Stress-induced hyperlocomotion as
a confounding factor in anxiety and depression models in mice. Behav Pharmacol
2005;16(3):171–80.
[55] Plamondon H, Davignon G, Khan S, Charron C. Cerebral ischemic preconditioning
induces lasting effects on CA1 neuronal survival, prevents memory impairments
but not ischemia-induced hyperactivity. Behav Brain Res 2008;189(1):145–51.
[56] Borrell J, de Kloet ER, Bohus B. Corticosterone decreases the efﬁcacy of adrenaline
to affect passive avoidance retention of adrenalectomized rats. Life Sci 1984;34
(1):99–104.
[57] Buchanan TW, Lovallo WR. Enhanced memory for emotional material following
stress-level cortisol treatment in humans. Psychoneuroendocrinology 2001;26
(3):307–17.
[58] MiccoDJ,McEwen BS. Glucocorticoids, the hippocampus, and behavior: interactive
relation between task activation and steroid hormone binding speciﬁcity. J Comp
Physiol Psychol 1980;94(4):624–33.
[59] Akirav I, Kozenicky M, Tal D, Sandi C, Venero C, Richter-Levin G. A facilitative role
for corticosterone in the acquisition of a spatial task under moderate stress. Learn
Mem 2004;11(2):188–95.
[60] Roozendaal B, McGaugh JL. Amygdaloid nuclei lesions differentially affect
glucocorticoid-induced memory enhancement in an inhibitory avoidance task.
Neurobiol Learn Mem 1996;65(1):1–8.
[61] Roozendaal B, Nguyen BT, Power AE, McGaugh JL. Basolateral amygdala
noradrenergic inﬂuence enables enhancement of memory consolidation induced
399J. Faraji et al. / Physiology & Behavior 102 (2011) 389–399by hippocampal glucocorticoid receptor activation. ProcNatl Acad Sci USA 1999;96
(20):11,642–7.
[62] Glezer I, Rivest S. Glucocorticoids: protectors of the brain during innate immune
responses. Neuroscientist 2004;10(6):538–52.
[63] Harbuz M. Neuroendocrine function and chronic inﬂammatory stress. Exp Physiol
2002;87(5):519–25.
[64] Wiltrout C, Lang B, Yan Y, Dempsey RJ, Vemuganti R. Repairing brain after
stroke: a review on post-ischemic neurogenesis. Neurochem Int 2007;50(7–8):
1028–41.
[65] Yanamadala V, Friedlander RM. Complement in neuroprotection and neurode-
generation. Trends Mol Med 2010;16(2):69–76.
[66] Morris RG, Garrud P, Rawlins JN, O'Keefe J. Place navigation impaired in rats with
hippocampal lesions. Nature 1982;297(5868):681–3.
[67] O'Keefe J, Nadel L. The hippocampus as a cognitive map. Oxford: Oxford University
Press; 1978.
[68] Sutherland RJ, Kolb B, Whishaw IQ. Deﬁnitive disruption by hippocampal and
medial frontal cortical damage in the rat. Neurosci Lett 1982;31:271–6.
[69] Sutherland RJ, Rudy JW. Conﬁgural association theory: the role of the hippocampal
formation in learning, memory, and amnesia. Psychobiology 1989;17:129–44.
[70] Gainotti G, Acciarri A, Bizzarro A, Marra C, Masullo C, Misciagna S, et al. The role of
brain infarcts and hippocampal atrophy in subcortical ischemic vascular dementia.
Neurol Sci 2004;25:192–7.
[71] McDonald RJ. Multiple combinations of co-factors produce variants of age-related
cognitive decline: a theory. Can J Exp Psychol 2002;56(3):221–39.[72] Kuhn HG, Dickinson-Anson H, Gage FH. Neurogenesis in the dentate gyrus of the
adult rat: age-related decrease of neuronal progenitor proliferation. J Neurosci
1996;16(6):2027–33.
[73] D'Hooge R, De Deyn PP. Applications of the Morris water maze in the study of
learning and memory. Brain Res Brain Res Rev 2001;36(1):60–90.
[74] Metz GA, Kirkland SW, Smith LK. Chronic stress inﬂuences motor recovery
and compensation following focal ischemic stroke in a rat model. Frontiers in
Behavioral Neuroscience. Conference Abstract: 41st European Brain and Behaviour
Society Meeting. Rhodes, Greece; 2009, doi:10.3389/conf.neuro.08.2009.09.233.
[75] Sandi C, Loscertales M, Guaza C. Experience-dependent facilitating effect of
corticosterone on spatial memory formation in the water maze. Eur J Neurosci
1997;9(4):637–42.
[76] Paxinos G, Watson C. The rat brain in stereotaxic coordinates. San Diego, CA:
Academic Press; 1997.
[77] Vorhees CV, Reed TM, Skelton MR, Williams MT. Exposure to 3,4 methylenedioxy-
methamphetamine (MDMA) on postnatal days 11–20 induces reference but not
working memory deﬁcits in the Morris water maze in rats: implications of prior
learning. Int J Dev Neurosci 2004;22(5–6):247–59.
[78] Kapoor A, Kostaki A, Janus C, Matthews SG. The effects of prenatal stress on
learning in adult offspring is dependent on the timing of the stressor. Behav Brain
Res 2009;197(1):144–9.
[79] Faraji J, Metz GA, Sutherland RJ. Characterization of spatial performance in male
and female Long-Evans rats by means of the Morris water task and the ziggurat
task. Brain Res Bull 2010;81(1):164–72.
